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resources, without a shred of common
sense or realism.

Bombs are no substitute for diplo-
macy. You can bomb the world to
pieces, but you can’t bomb the world to
peace.

————

COMMENDING 125TH ANNIVERSARY
OF NORWOOD, NORTH CAROLINA
IN STANLY COUNTY

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Madam Speaker, today I
want to recognize the town of Nor-
wood, North Carolina, for its 125th an-
niversary. Norwood has a rich and vi-
brant history as the area’s earliest set-
tlers arrived in the 1750s, and the town
officially was incorporated in 1881.

In the beginning, Norwood was a
town thriving on agriculture and newly
established railroad lines. Local entre-
preneur Troy J.W. McKenzie relocated
his business to Norwood and com-
mented that the town will very soon,
unless indications are false, become an
important trade center.

McKenzie was correct. In the 21st
century, Norwood is the home of many
local and international manufacturing
companies, and this business-friendly
environment has the potential for con-
tinued economic growth. Today I say
congratulations to the town of Nor-
wood for 125 years, many exciting years
to come.

———

FEDERAL CONTRACTS AND SUDAN

(Ms. LEE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker, more than
$600 million of Federal contracts has
gone to companies whose business in
Sudan may directly or indirectly sup-
port the Sudanese Government’s cam-
paign of genocide in Darfur. No one
should have to worry that their tax
dollars are supporting genocide, and
that is why I am introducing the
Darfur Accountability and Divestment
Act of 2006.

This bill is designed to wash the
blood off of our Federal contracts and
increase the financial pressure on
Khartoum to end the genocide in
Darfur. It also protects the rights of
States to divest their own public pen-
sion funds from companies doing busi-
ness in Sudan, because some in the
other body insist on stripping that lan-
guage out of the Darfur Peace and Ac-
countability Act.

Divestment played a critical role in
ending apartheid in South Africa, and
it is unconscionable that anyone in
Congress would try to prevent people
from washing the blood from their pen-
sions and doing their part to end this
genocide. We have a moral responsi-
bility to use every tool at our disposal
to end this genocide.

I call on my colleagues to cosponsor
my bill and support the growing na-
tional divestment movement.
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PROTECT OUR BORDERS

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, it
has been more than 5 years since the
terrorist attacks on September 11. In
looking back, we have made great
progress in uprooting the terrorists
from their havens and liberating mil-
lions of people. We also have provided
our law enforcement and intelligence
agencies with new tools to combat
these threats. Yet there is so much
more to do. We are at war with terror-
ists, and we must protect our borders.

If we cannot control our borders, how
can we prevent those who would mur-
der us from entering our Nation? Mil-
lions attempt to enter our Nation ille-
gally every year. Many are appre-
hended.

I commend our Border Patrol for
their fine work under difficult situa-
tions; however, millions have crossed
the border successfully in the past 5
years, and we do not know how many
terrorists there are. Our borders are
another battleground in the war on ter-
ror.

———

HOLD ON FDA COMMISSIONER
OVER RU-486

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to comment on Senator Jim
DEMINT’s decision to put a hold on An-
drew van Eschenbach’s nomination to
head the FDA. This has to do with a
drug, an abortifacient called RU-486.
This drug has been linked to eight
deaths, nine life-threatening incidents
and more than 200 hospitalizations.

The FDA is charged with safe-
guarding public health, so it only
makes sense that the FDA Commis-
sioner would support suspension of the
drug, RU-486, until a full investigation
can be completed on its effect on wom-
en’s health. Nine other drugs have been
suspended in the past 8 years that
didn’t cause a single death, yet this
known health threat remains on the
market as we speak. Madam Speaker,
this is nothing less than irresponsible,
and it is time the FDA exerted some
leadership on the issue.

Senator DEMINT has acted in the in-
terest of women’s health and common
sense. I thank him for his leadership.

——
CONGRESS IS ACTING ON ILLEGAL
IMMIGRATION
(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina

asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.
Madam Speaker, faced with two con-
flicting bills regarding illegal aliens,
the House-passed border security bill
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and the Reid-Kennedy amnesty plan,
House Republicans left Washington in
August tasked with answering one
question: How did the American people
want us to handle this issue? After
holding multiple field hearings and
town hall meetings across America, we
are back in Washington, and the Amer-
ican people expect us to act, and that
is just what we are doing.

We began by passing the Secure
Fence Act last week, and today we will
consider three more bills vital to se-
curing our borders and restricting the
flow of illegal aliens into our country.
It is time to curtail the invasion of il-
legal aliens, and we must begin at our
borders. House Republicans are keeping
up our end of the bargain. Now it is
time for the Senate to follow suit.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September 11.

———

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
HOUSE COMMISSION ON CON-
GRESSIONAL MAILING STAND-
ARDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 2 U.S.C. 501(b), and the order of
the House of December 18, 2005, the
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Member of
the House to the House Commission on
Congressional Mailing Standards:

Mr. EHLERS, Michigan, Chairman.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4830, BORDER TUNNEL
PREVENTION ACT OF 2006; FOR
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 6094,
COMMUNITY PROTECTION ACT
OF 2006; AND FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 6095, IMMIGRA-
TION LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2006

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 1018 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 1018

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 4830) to amend chap-
ter 27 of title 18, United States Code, to pro-
hibit the unauthorized construction, financ-
ing, or reckless permitting (on one’s land)
the construction or use of a tunnel or sub-
terranean passageway between the United
States and another country. The bill shall be
considered as read. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on the
Judiciary; and (2) one motion to recommit.

SEC. 2. Upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order without intervention of
any point of order to consider in the House
the bill (H.R. 6094) to restore the Secretary
of Homeland Security’s authority to detain
dangerous aliens, to ensure the removal of
deportable criminal aliens, and combat alien
gang crime. The bill shall be considered as
read. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill to final passage
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without intervening motion except: (1) one
hour of debate equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary; and
(2) one motion to recommit.

SEC. 3. Upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order without intervention of
any point of order to consider in the House
the bill (H.R. 6095) to affirm the inherent au-
thority of State and local law enforcement
to assist in the enforcement of immigration
laws, to provide for effective prosecution of
alien smugglers, and to reform immigration
litigation procedures. The bill shall be con-
sidered as read. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill to final
passage without intervening motion except:
(1) one hour of debate equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary; and (2) one motion to recommit.

O 1015

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

Madam Speaker, H. Res. 1018 provides
for consideration of H.R. 4830 under a
closed rule. It allows 1 hour of debate
in the House, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary, it waives all points of
order against consideration of the bill,
and provides one motion to recommit
H.R. 4830.

In addition, the rule provides for con-
sideration of H.R. 6094 under a closed
rule. It allows 1 hour of debate in the
House, again equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary, it waives all points of
order against consideration of the bill,
and provides one motion to recommit
H.R. 6094.

Finally, Madam Speaker, the rule
also provides for consideration of H.R.
6095 under a closed rule. It allows 1
hour of debate in the House, equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary, waives all
points of order against consideration of
the bill, and provides one motion to re-
commit H.R. 6095.

Madam Speaker, last December the
House of Representatives debated and
passed H.R. 4437, the Border Protection
Antiterrorism and Illegal Immigration
Control Act with a b57-vote margin.
However, despite phone calls and let-
ters from constituents, our hard work
in December met difficulty because
some of our colleagues in the other
body opted to support an amnesty pro-
gram that simply cannot be sub-
stituted for border security.

The need for immigration reform is
critical and long overdue. I remind my
colleagues that we need to secure our

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

borders before we consider any other
immigration proposal, of which am-
nesty should never be a part.

Just about every congressional dis-
trict in this country is affected by ille-
gal immigration, not just border
States. Securing our borders is not a
Democratic versus Republican issue,
and it is not about the election in 7
weeks. It is an issue of protecting our
Nation and restoring integrity to our
system of immigration.

If immigration were a Republican
issue, 64 Democrats would not have
voted last week for the Secure Fence
Act. Indeed, we are a Nation of immi-
grants, but we are also a Nation of laws
based on the principles found in the
United States Constitution.

In 1986, President Reagan pushed for
reforms to address the problem of ille-
gal immigration. In 1996, the 104th Con-
gress pushed for more reforms. And
now, 10 years later, this Congress once
again has an opportunity to debate
how to best secure our borders and re-
move incentives for illegal immigra-
tion by enacting these meaningful
changes.

Today this Congress continues an on-
going and difficult debate, and I want
to thank Chairman SENSENBRENNER
and Chairman DREIER for the bills
being considered under this rule, H.R.
6094, the Community Protection Act of
2006, H.R. 6095, the Immigration Law
Enforcement Act of 2006, finally H.R.
4830, the Border Tunnel Prevention Act
of 2006.

Together, these three bills, along
with the Secure Fence Act we passed
last week, reaffirm some of the high-
lights from the House-passed legisla-
tion in December, almost a year ago.

By addressing these issues sepa-
rately, we have a better chance of
achieving at least some degree of im-
migration reform in 2006. Procrasti-
nating or ignoring this problem will
simply not make it go away. Every day
we put off debating and passing immi-
gration reform creates more and more
opportunities for illegal immigrants to
break our laws and violate our borders.
Each and every one of these offenses
has social, economic and, indeed, secu-
rity repercussions.

For instance, according to the United
States Census Bureau release last
month, there are an estimated 795,419
illegal immigrants who live in my
home State of Georgia, almost double
the same estimate from 2 years ago.

During the August district work pe-
riod, I had an opportunity to visit some
of the more porous areas on our south-
ern border with my colleague Mr.
SODREL from Indiana and Mr. PRICE
from Georgia. After meeting with Bor-
der Patrol and Immigration and Cus-
tom Enforcement agents, inspecting
the infrastructure, checking out places
for improvement, the most important
lesson that we learned was that with
the right tools and with the right man-
power, securing our border can be a re-
ality, and it is not a lost cause, as
some would suggest.

H6851

The morale of these dedicated men
and women who are protecting our
southern border is at an all-time high,
because, as they said to us, Congress is
finally paying attention.

Some of the improvements needed in-
clude more Border Patrol agents, more
fencing and uniform penalties for
smugglers, it is unbelievable that we
don’t already have that, and removing
the question of jurisdiction for local
law enforcement, an issue that my col-
league from Georgia, Dr. Norwood, in
his CLEAR Act has just emphasized
over and over again and, thank good-
ness, was part of our original bill in
December. We also need more on-site
immigration judges, we are woefully
inadequate in that manpower, border
tunnel detection and criminal deten-
tion and removal.

The three bills we are considering
under this bill address many of the
problems that Customs and Border Pa-
trol and ICE agents brought to our at-
tention during that August trip to the
three sectors of our border with Mex-
ico.

The Community Protection Act of
2006 includes language from the Dan-
gerous Alien Detention Act, the Crimi-
nal Alien Removal Act, and the Alien
Gang Removal Act.

One of the most eye-opening mo-
ments on my tour of the border was
seeing the transport of prisoners at an
airport in El Paso, Texas. An airplane
landed with prisoners for Mexico and
so-called OTMs, other countries south
of the border. These individuals were
not being held and deported just simply
because they had illegally crossed the
border seeking jobs. No, these individ-
uals were being sent back to their
home countries after serving out sen-
tences in this country for rape, murder,
child molestation, and grand larceny.

The scenario addressed in H.R. 6094
would involve detaining individuals
with similar offenses and also, also,
Madam Speaker, in cases of highly con-
tagious diseases and mental illnesses,
detaining them longer than current
law allows, a 6-month limit which be-
gins when they are ordered removed.
This legislation would make sure that
these criminals are not released back
into our society because of that 6-
month rule to cause serious safety
problems in our local communities.

Also included in H.R. 6095 is the
Alien Gang Removal Act to deport
alien gang members such as MS-13 and
prevent them from being protected
under this out-dated asylum law that
we are burdened with. It is important
to stop these gang members from en-
tering and staying in the United States
so that we can make progress toward
not only deterring violent crime, but
also the spread of the methamphet-
amine plague.

The Immigration Law Enforcement
Act of 2006 would reaffirm, indeed, cod-
ify, the authority of local law enforce-
ment officers to have jurisdiction in
Federal immigration laws, CHARLIE
NorwooOD’s CLEAR Act. Many officers
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want to enforce immigration law, but
they fear repercussions at the Federal
level. This language would allow local
officers to assist Immigration and Cus-
tom Enforcement agents apprehending
and removing illegal aliens from our
cities and local communities, in es-
sence, Madam Speaker, to deputize
them and codify it.

Also included in H.R. 6095 is language
to end this catch-and-release system
that I mentioned earlier and expedite
the process of removal of illegal immi-
grants. The legislation includes the
Alien Smuggler Prosecution Act to cre-
ate uniform guidelines, let me repeat,
to create uniform guidelines for the
prosecution of smuggling offenses.

On our trip to the southern border,
we had a night tour at the Arizona sec-
tor. In our group, Congressman
SODREL, the gentleman from Indiana,
Congressman PRICE from Georgia and
myself, we watched agents catch an in-
dividual trying to bring close to 400
pounds of marijuana into this country.
The reason why, we were told by Cus-
toms and Border Patrol agents, that he
chose 400 pounds was because in that
particular area, in that particular
county, there would be no prosecution
for anything less than 500 pounds. So
he was playing it safe, gaming the sys-
tem, if you will. While some areas pros-
ecute for 5 pounds, others will not
budge for anything under 500. So we are
addressing this problem of smuggling.
We need uniform and stringent guide-
lines to prevent these smugglers from
overwhelming certain areas of the bor-
der; and as I said, they are attempting
to use this loophole to game the sys-
tem. That has got to stop, Madam
Speaker.

Finally, Border Tunnel Prevention
Act, the Border Tunnel Prevention Act
of 2006 introduced by Chairman DREIER
to address the problem of these border
tunnels. H.R. 4830 would increase pen-
alties for border tunnel construction,
with up to 20 years’ imprisonment.

One of the agents I met in Nogales,
Arizona, mentioned that they really
need more tools to combat border tun-
nel construction, tougher penalties and
a means to detect tunnels before their
completion. Often organized crime on
both sides of the United States-Mexi-
can border will invest substantial re-
sources into the construction of tun-
nels for drug smuggling and human
trafficking. The tunnels, if we find
them, they are filled with cement as
soon as they are detected, but we don’t
know how many pounds of drugs or the
number of illegal immigrants have
made it through the tunnel before it
was closed for business. Despite the ag-
gressive nature of our Border Patrol, it
is still difficult for them to detect tun-
nels and discourage their construction.
H.R. 4830 takes the first step by in-
creasing the penalties for that con-
struction.

Madam Speaker, once again, I reit-
erate that border security is eminently
doable. Our Immigration and Customs
Enforcement and Border Patrol agents
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are making progress, but they still
need help. They know that border secu-
rity is possible, and they work long
hours trying to achieve that goal.

Our Border Patrol has not given up
on us, and it is important for Congress
not to give up on them. The three bills
we are considering today will help
them tremendously.

So I encourage all my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, please support
this rule and support the underlying
legislation.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 1
want to thank the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes.

Madam Speaker, immigration and
border security are not new issues.
These issues have been around for a
while. They are serious issues, but they
have been issues that have been ig-
nored by this Republican leadership
and this Republican Congress for years.

Notwithstanding the fact that Presi-
dent Bush has challenged us to come
up with comprehensive immigration
reform, which also includes tight bor-
der security, and notwithstanding the
fact that this Congress passed what I
believe is an objectionable immigra-
tion reform bill and the Senate has
passed a more acceptable immigration
reform bill and we are supposed to go
to conference and work out the dif-
ferences and produce a comprehensive
immigration reform bill, as the Presi-
dent has requested, the leaders of this
House have chosen to do nothing, not a
thing.

So while many of us may disagree on
some of the issues, this is a high pri-
ority for all Members of Congress. But
some of us are questioning, why not do
what we are supposed to do? Why not
go to conference and work out the dif-
ferences and come out with a com-
prehensive immigration reform bill
that deals with border security and
that deals with the issue that a lot of
people are concerned about, what do
you do with the 12 million people here
in the United States who are undocu-
mented?

O 1030

Madam Speaker, the rule before us
and the bills that will be considered if
this rule is adopted is not about border
security and immigration. That is not
what we are doing here today. For
those who are watching, this is not
about real legislative progress. No,
Madam Speaker, this rule and these
bills are about politics. It is about a
press release and trying to convince
the voters that we in this Congress are
actually doing something when, in
fact, we are doing nothing.

Now, before my friends on the other
side of the aisle roll their eyes and say,
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there he goes again, let me urge them
to look at the calendar. The Repub-
lican leadership cancelled votes for to-
morrow and plans to adjourn for the
elections next Friday, September 29.
The Senate is following a similar
schedule. That gives us 1 week to con-
sider these bills in both Chambers, pass
and reconcile them before next Friday.

Now, it is not impossible, but the
truth is there are competing com-
prehensive immigration and border se-
curity bills that have been passed by
the House and Senate, as I have men-
tioned. The House passed its bill on De-
cember 16, 2005, and the Senate passed
its version on May 25, 2006, but again,
this House has refused to go to con-
ference. It is puzzling because the Re-
publicans, Madam Speaker, control the
White House, the Republicans control
the House of Representatives, and the
Republicans control the Senate. One
would think that since the Republicans
control everything, they can get along
with each other and actually move im-
portant legislation forward.

Madam Speaker, what we see on the
issue of immigration reform and border
security, quite frankly, is a failure of
leadership. You have a dismal record
on protecting our borders, a dismal
record on dealing with illegal immigra-
tion. This is a failure of being able to
legislate, to be able to do your job.

Instead, we are here again with an-
other set of immigration and border se-
curity bills. Let us be honest with the
American public. This is not a serious
effort to legislate. No, Madam Speaker,
this is about election politics. This is
about the Republican leadership in the
House trying to appeal to the cheap
seats and gain some political points 1
week before we adjourn for the Novem-
ber election.

The gentleman from Georgia men-
tioned with great pride this legislative
accomplishment that we passed last
week, the border fence security bill
which the Senate is now dealing with.
It is important to point out to the
American people that while it sounds
nice, there is no money in it. There is
no money to provide for the construc-
tion of such a fence. The chairman of
the Homeland Security Committee be-
fore the Rules Committee last week
could not even tell me how much it was
going to cost, but we know it is going
to be hundreds of millions of dollars, if
not billions of dollars. So we pass a bill
saying we want to do this, but no
money. Guess what? Without the
money, you cannot build it.

So what are we really doing here?
Are we protecting the borders, or are
we trying to put on a show for the
American people before elections that
somehow we are doing something
meaningful when, in fact, we are not?
We are wasting time.

The American people want com-
prehensive, compassionate immigra-
tion reform, and they want strict bor-
der security plans, not partisan legisla-
tion and not just a show to imply that
somehow we are doing something
when, in fact, we are not.
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Madam Speaker, for 5 years the Re-
publican-controlled House, Senate and
White House have failed to move for-
ward on comprehensive immigration
and border security. Done nothing. We
have a crisis today. It is a serious crisis
in border security because Republican
infighting has crippled anyone’s ability
to enact comprehensive reform.

Madam Speaker, with 1 week left be-
fore we adjourn, we should be consid-
ering meaningful legislation that will
actually affect people’s lives today.
Where is a clean bill increasing the
minimum wage? The Federal minimum
wage is at $5.15 an hour. It has been
that way for 9 years. I mean, how can
you live on $5.15 an hour? We need to
pass an increase in the minimum wage,
not a minimum wage increase tied to a
tax break for millionaires, but let us
all agree that $5.15 an hour is not
enough for somebody to live. They can-
not get out of poverty on $5.15 an hour.
Why can we not pass a clean minimum
wage bill today? That would be some-
thing meaningful. That would impact
people’s lives today. We had time this
year to vote ourselves a pay raise here
in the Congress. Do you not think we
could take a few minutes and pass a
pay raise for those workers who are
earning $5.15 an hour?

Where is legislation implementing
the rest of the 9/11 Commission’s rec-
ommendations? The gentleman talks
about homeland security and the need
to protect our border security. The
nonpartisan 9/11 Commission has given
this Congress Ds and Fs on imple-
menting homeland security legislation.
We should be ashamed of ourselves. We
should be ashamed of ourselves that we
have not enacted all of those rec-
ommendations. We need to do that. We
could do that today. We should stay in
session to tomorrow and do it.

Where is the Labor-HHS appropria-
tion bill? Where are some of the other
important pieces of legislation?

Madam Speaker, the truth is that
this Republican leadership has proven
that they are incapable of running the
House of Representatives. Their prior-
ities just do not mesh with those of the
American people. Bringing divisive
bills to the floor to be used as political
ammunition in the upcoming elections
is not leadership, but time and time
again it is how the Republican leader-
ship in the House operates. Instead of
doing what is right for the American
people, they continue to do what they
think is necessary to be reelected.

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple are sick and tired of business as
usual. It is time for a change in leader-
ship in this House. It is time for a new
direction.

One other thing, Madam Speaker,
this is a closed rule. It is a closed rule,
which means you cannot amend it. You
have to take it as is. No amendments
are in order, not one. If these issues are
so important, why can Members not
have the opportunity to deliberate and
to legislate, to be able to offer amend-
ments? Why can we not amend these
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bills? Why does this have to be brought
up under a closed process?

This is one rule we are debating on
which is a closed rule, but really it is
three closed rules because there are
three separate bills we are going to be
taking up and all of them under a
closed process; you cannot amend
them.

Now, it is not surprising that it is
being brought to the House in this
manner because democracy is dead in
the House of Representatives. This
place is run poorly and cynically. It
has lost the trust of the American peo-
ple. Every public opinion poll out there
shows that we are held in the lowest
esteem possible. People have had it.
They know the way this place operates.
They want this to be the people’s
House, not the House where a few spe-
cial interests get to call the shots.

Madam Speaker, over the last several
years, the Democrats have tried to
offer amendments to various bills to
improve our border security. Over the
last 5 years, if these amendments were
adopted, there would be 6,600 more Bor-
der Patrol agents, 14,000 more deten-
tion beds and 2,700 more immigration
and enforcement agents along the bor-
der that now exists. That would be a
positive thing if those things were
adopted, but each and every time they
have been objected to by the Repub-
lican majority in this House. They
have been against increasing Border
Patrol agents, against increasing de-
tention beds, against more immigra-
tion enforcement agents along our bor-
der that now exists. Instead, we get a
fence bill that is not paid for. Instead,
we get these bills that are before us
today that in all likelihood are going
nowhere before we adjourn for Con-
gress.

This is not the way we should run the
House of Representatives. This is not
the way to deal with border security
issues and immigration reform. This is
cynical what is going on here today.
This is a rifleshot approach to a prob-
lem that needs a comprehensive ap-
proach.

We need to do so much better. So I
am asking my colleagues to defeat this
rule.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, I
yield to myself such time as I may con-
sume to respond to a couple of the
comments that my good friend made in
regard to the point of the Senate-
passed bill that is more acceptable, the
so-called comprehensive reform bill.

Well, I will tell you, my colleague
said that would be more acceptable.
That comprehensive reform bill, by the
way, is just a euphemism for amnesty,
and 90 percent of my constituents
would beg to differ with him, and I
think that is true across this country.

He also made the point about this
Congress not doing its work and taking
off tomorrow. Well, he knows and all of
us know that the reason we are not
going to be in session tomorrow is be-
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cause the leadership of both the Demo-
cratic Party and the Republican Party,
in deference to the fact that tomorrow
is a high Jewish holiday, that we not
be in so that people could worship and
observe these holidays.

So it is disingenuous these things
that my good friend and colleague is
mentioning.

The other thing about going to con-
ference with the Senate. Well, he
knows that in the Senate bill there is
a revenue provision which makes their
bill unconstitutional. If they want to
remove that provision and then send
that bill back over, we can go to con-
ference. So it is just a game that they
are playing.

My colleague also, and he is perfectly
within his rights to do this, he talks
about some issues that are more impor-
tant to him and maybe to his party and
his leadership and brings up the issue
of the minimum wage and a stand-
alone minimum wage bill. Madam
Speaker, if we solve this problem of po-
rous borders and prevent these millions
of illegal immigrants from flooding
into this country, taking jobs away
from American citizens and legal im-
migrants and, in the process, driving
down wages, if we can stop that hem-
orrhaging, then we will not need to in-
crease the minimum wage because it
will be increased automatically by em-
ployers.

So he wants to take a rifle approach
and say we are taking a shotgun ap-
proach. We are going to get the job
done, and we are going to solve many
of these problems with this bill.

Madam Speaker, I proudly yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO), my good friend
who knows of what he speaks in regard
to immigration and secure borders.

Mr. TANCREDO. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding.

We have used a lot of analogies here
to describe what is happening, and, of
course, I have one, too, and that is that
we are looking at a patient that is the
United States of America, and we are
hemorrhaging at our borders. When
that occurs, you first do something to
stop the hemorrhaging. You may want
to think about how you may treat the
patient subsequent to that, but you
stop the hemorrhaging, and this is
what we are trying to do on the border.
That is the first way of addressing this
horrible problem that we have got.

It is important for us to do this and
important for us to keep reminding the
American people that there are things
that can be done, that should be done
by the Federal Government in order to
try and protect them and do what we
should be doing to live up to our re-
sponsibilities under the Constitution.

One of the bills today is of particular
interest to me. It is the State and
Local Law Enforcement Cooperation
Act, and it talks about what we need to
do and the authority of the State and
local law enforcement to voluntarily
investigate, identify, apprehend, ar-
rest, detain, and transfer to Federal
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custody aliens in the U.S. in order to
assist in the enforcement of the immi-
gration laws.

Let me tell you how important this.
Just yesterday it was reported in Colo-
rado, another event of one of hundreds
that are around the country of a simi-
lar nature, where someone who was in
the country illegally comes in contact
with the local police. In this case, he
was driving a car that had a warrant
out for it across the country. He was
driving without a license. He was driv-
ing with a forged identifier, something
that was observable to the policeman,
who said he saw that the picture had
been cut out. That happened in early
April. He was taken in and let go. No
contact was made with ICE whatso-
ever.

Just a few days ago he dragged an-
other person, we are not even sure who
this other person is because there is
not much left of the body, but dragged
her behind a truck until she was dis-
membered.

Now, if the everybody had done their
job there, including the Federal Gov-
ernment, and the job had been done at
the local level, this gentleman would
have been off of the streets. If it was
done at the Federal level, he would
have never gotten into the country. If
the local police had been able to do
their job, except for their sanctuary
city provisions that stop them, he
would have been off the streets in April
and would not have been able to com-
mit this horrible crime.

But all these things are happening.
They happen on a daily basis. We need
to engage the local communities in
this effort to help us, and the Federal
Government must take on the respon-
sibility here to secure our borders. It is
our true and one single responsibility.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
the time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, let me again point
out to everybody in this Chamber that
the Republicans have controlled this
place for a long time, and for the last
5 years, they have even controlled the
White House. It is puzzling to me why
they are all lamenting that we need to
get things done when they have been in
charge. Why can they not work with
each other? Why can you not get things
done?

The gentleman from Georgia talked
about this comprehensive immigration
bill. The one in the House he voted for.
The one in the Senate he may not like.
When the Senate passes a bill, and the
House passes a bill, in this case Repub-
lican control both Houses, you get to-
gether, work out the differences and
come up with a compromise.
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You know, we should have a con-
ferees meeting and work out that com-
promise and do what you are supposed
to do, your job. This is not a radical or
controversial idea. Let’s work it out;
let’s do it right.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

And he has yet to explain why all
this has to be brought up under a
closed process. Why can’t we open this
to amendments? We proposed last
night in the Rules Committee, the
Democrats, that this be an open rule,
that Members be able to come down
and amend this as they see fit. And
that was voted down along party lines;
all the Democrats voted for an open
process, the Republicans as usual stuck
together and voted to shut this process
down. That is objectionable. This is so
important, we should be able to, it
should be open to amendments to any
Member.

You know, again, I would say to the
gentleman from Georgia, Democrats, if
you would follow our lead and you had
adopted the amendments that we pro-
posed over the last 5 years, there would
be 6,600 more Border Patrol agents,
there would be 14,000 more detention
beds, and 2,700 more immigration en-
forcement agents along our border
than now exist. That, to me, would
have been a positive accomplishment.
But you rejected all that time and time
again.

So I object to the manner in which
you are bringing these bills up. This is
all about politics. This is about trying
to imply that you are doing something
when you are not. And I object, once
again, to a closed process. We need a
little democracy in the House of Rep-
resentatives. This should be an open
process; it should be open to amend-
ments.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, at
this time I want to proudly yield as
much time as he may consume to the
distinguished chairman of the Rules
Committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER).

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I first
want to extend my congratulations to
my Rules Committee colleague, Dr.
GINGREY, and thank him for his fine
work on this rule as he does such a
great job on so many other measures
that we bring forward from the Rules
Committee.

You know, this issue of working to-
gether which my friend from Massa-
chusetts has just talked about is some-
thing I am very proud of. Included in
this measure is a package that was
first brought to my attention by my
Democratic colleague from California
who serves in the other body, DIANNE
FEINSTEIN, and she raised concern
about the issue of tunnels going be-
tween Canada and the United States
and Mexico and the United States. And
she and I spoke about this, and we said
let’s see if there would be a way in
which we could put into place a com-
monsense reform.

She was shocked, my Democratic
Senator, DIANNE FEINSTEIN, as I was
shocked, when we found that it is not a
crime to bore a tunnel from Mexico
into the United States or to bore a tun-
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nel from Canada into the TUnited
States. It is not a crime to use prop-
erty in the United States for the tun-
nel to come out and for drugs, human
trafficking, other contraband to come
through.

So we sat down, we joined with our
colleagues DUNCAN HUNTER from San
Diego, I know that J.D. HAYWORTH is
strongly in support of this effort; and
one of the items that we have here is
something that I think again is a com-
monsense reform. Anyone can come to
the conclusion that the idea of boring a
tunnel between our two countries is
just plain wrong. And so I believe that
we have done the right thing. We have
recognized that border security is na-
tional security. And while there is no
evidence whatsoever of a Mexican ter-
rorist, the threat of someone utilizing
one of those tunnels to pose a terrorist
threat to the United States is still
there, and I believe that we need to do
everything that we can to make sure
that we secure it.

Madam Speaker, since September 11
of 2001, 38 tunnels have been discovered
between the United States and Mexico
and Canada and Mexico. Frankly, 37 of
them between Mexico and the United
States, one from Canada into the
United States. And just this past week-
end a tunnel was discovered from
Mexicali to Calexico, in my State of
California.

We have a problem. It needs to be ad-
dressed, and it is being addressed in a
bipartisan way: Democrats and Repub-
licans in the House working together,
Democrats and Republicans in the Sen-
ate working together to try and step up
to the plate and deal with this issue.

It is a very clear measure that we
have, and I am very proud again to
have such strong support for it. We
criminalize the utilization of property,
and we criminalize those who would
bore under the border and come into
the United States. And what we also do
is we double the penalties for the areas
where there already is criminalization.
If the drugs are brought by way of a
tunnel, we double the penalty, because
it is outrageous that this kind of thing
is being used.

We have a wide range of things that
we have done. I heard my friend talk
about the fact that we haven’t been
able to do a lot of things. The Senate
just yesterday had a vote on cloture on
bringing up the issue of building these
strategic fences. Now, I don’t believe
that we can fence the entire border. I
think that we have got 2lst-century
technology that can be utilized, with
motion detectors, unmanned aerial ve-
hicles, other things that can be used.
But in heavy urban areas and in the
five areas where we see a large problem
with human and drug trafficking,
building a fence is the right thing to
do.

And I regularly heard my friends in
the Rules Committee say, oh, the Sen-
ate is never going to bring this up. We
passed it last week, and part of the
criticism of it was the Senate wasn’t
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going to bring it up. The Senate has
brought it up, and they are going to
pass it. And so what we have done is we
have found areas of agreement.

It is true there are aspects of the im-
migration debate that have great dis-
agreement. But when we can find areas
of agreement like securing our border
and we in the House of Representatives
can provide leadership to do that, it is
something that needs to be done. Why?
Because the American people are ex-
pecting us to do this. It is our responsi-
bility; it is the Federal Government’s
responsibility to secure our borders.

Madam Speaker, I am proud of all
three pieces of legislation that we have
here. I am proud of the other things
that we have done to make sure that
we do secure our borders. It is our job
to do it, and I am very happy that we
are stepping up to the plate and doing
that.

I thank my friend for yielding.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Madam Speaker,
first let me say to my colleague, the
chairman of the Rules Committee, that
I am glad he can point to an instance
where he has worked with a Democrat.
My question remains, why can’t Repub-
licans work with Republicans? The
comprehensive Senate immigration bill
has a fence provision in it. And if the
Senate and the House can go to con-
ference and start working out these
differences, he could get his fence and
we could also get a lot of other issues
solved as well.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, 1
would simply say to the gentleman
that I very much want us to be able to
complete and address a wide range of
issues. The fact that we are able to
come together now in a bipartisan way
and address these areas of agreement is
something I think that can be cele-
brated, because Republicans are work-
ing with Republicans, but Republicans
are also working with Democrats who
are like-minded to try and deal with
some of these very important security
issues. I thank my friend for yielding.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Again, it is frus-
trating that when the President of the
United States is urging us to approach
this issue in a comprehensive way, that
the Republican leadership of this House
can’t get together with the Republican
leadership of the Senate and address a
whole range of issues.

I think it is also important to point
out so that there is no misunder-
standing for those who may be observ-
ing these proceedings that, even if the
Senate passes the so-called fence bill,
they should be under no illusion that
all of a sudden a fence is going to be
built along the southern border of this
country. The fact of the matter is
there is no money for it. This is an au-
thorization, not an appropriation; and
nobody has been able to identify where
the money is going to come from.

The other thing is, again, I go back
to what I said before. We need more
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border security agents on the border
right now. We need more detention
beds. We need more immigration en-
forcement agents along the border. We
have tried, we have tried over and over
and over again to get the majority to
allow us just the right to offer amend-
ments to be able to address some of
these issues and have been rejected
over and over and over again.

So I would simply restate what I said
in the very beginning, and that is that
what is going on here today is some-
what cynical, because I think the other
side knows that at least with the three
bills that we are talking about here
today, the chances of them being en-
acted by the Senate are almost zero be-
tween now and a week from Friday;
and we are not going to accomplish
anything except a press release. And at
the same time, we are not addressing
the challenge that President Bush has
put before us, which is comprehensive
immigration reform.

Madam Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank
the distinguished member of the Rules
Committee, and I thank him for high-
lighting some of the failures in our
Achilles heel in this process.

Certainly as a member of the House
Judiciary Committee and the ranking
member on the Judiciary Committee
on Immigration, none of these bills
have come through the committee.
There have been no hearings, no fact
finding. Certainly the reason might be
given by our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle is because we have al-
ready passed this bill. This bill is a
clone of the Sensenbrenner bill passed
through the House and ready for con-
ference.

I think it is important to note that
even though my friends in the other
body have come to cloture on the tun-
nel provision or the fence provision, let
me make it very clear that Senator
FRrIST, the majority leader, has indi-
cated that there is a heavy, heavy
agenda for next week. When the Senate
goes out at the end of the week, the
question is whether or not this will be
an item that will be addressed.

What really should have happened 2
months ago, 3 months ago when both
bills had been passed, the Senate
passed a bill, the House passed a bill,
we could have gone to conference.
Maybe my colleagues don’t realize that
there was fencing language in the Sen-
ate bill. That means when you go to
conference, you can expand that lan-
guage if that was the desire.

Now, I know many of my friends on
the other side of the aisle will talk
about the immigration hearings that
they attended, and I would venture to
say that at many of them I met them
because I had the responsibility and
privilege of attending at least omne-
third to one-half of them. And those
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hearings were redundant testimonies
by people that had already been to
Washington. They drove a wedge in
whatever community we went to with
protesters on both sides. There was a
lot of maligning of innocent individ-
uals who happened to be of Hispanic
surname, suggesting in one hearing in
California that all of the jailhouses
were filled up with individuals from
Mexico and other places, the mental fa-
cilities were filled up, the hospitals
were filled up. It was an imbalance.

So we are simply asking that there
be a comprehensive approach. And
Democrats are not taking a back seat
to border security, and that is why I
am offering the previous question that
indicates the hard work of Democrats,
particularly as it relates to the idea of
alien smuggling, and that we have of-
fered amendments to enhance immi-
gration enforcement resources. And as
my good friend from Massachusetts has
said, if our amendments had passed, we
would have 14,000 more detention beds
today, 2,700 more immigration agents
along the borders.

I went to the borders. I saw our Cus-
toms and Border Protection agents
working 7 days a week, 24 hours a day.
And when they have to have what we
call a secondary inspection, when you
stop a car and then you say it doesn’t
look right, you must send them to the
other building for a secondary inspec-
tion. Do you know that there is nobody
there because we don’t have enough
staff. So it befuddles me when my Re-
publican colleagues come forward with
these three separate bills that are al-
ready in the bills we passed and we can
just go to conference right now. And
that is why we are offering this pre-
vious question so that we can ensure
that you know on the record that out
of this we will get 250 more immigra-
tion agents; detention officers by 250;
U.S. marshal officers by 250; 25,000
more detention beds; and by 1,000 the
number of investigators of fraudulent
schemes and documents would in-
crease.

0 1100

None of this has happened. But on
the other hand, we have three border
bills that my friends on the other side
of the aisle know for sure have poison
pills. We are okay with the tunnel.
Who wants to have our Nation exposed?
But we want real border security, not
forcing local jurisdictions to engage in
civil enforcement.

Let me remind you of the Canadian
citizen who was mislabeled as a ter-
rorist and sent wrongly to Syria. This
bill has provisions to detain people in-
definitely who may be just children,
mothers, fathers who have come across
the border for economic reasons. Of
course we want to regulate this process
and make sure that we address com-
prehensively the immigration concern.
We want to ask and answer the ques-
tions of Americans.

But Democrats have gone on the
record year after year, these bills rep-
resent a series of poison pills that, if
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you read them, embedded in them is
violations of the rule of law. The alien
gang removal possibly will remove peo-
ple who live in a house where a gang
member is.

So we believe that you vet a bill so
that the American people can have
confidence in this process. And we have
these bills already passed.

My friend is going to get up and show
horrific pictures. I come from Texas.
There is a drug war at the border, but
I go down to the border. I have friends
at the border. I interact with the sher-
iffs and the mayors. There is also trade
and jobs at the border. So they want a
comprehensive approach. They want
the bad guys arrested, drug dealers and
smugglers, which we can do. Nobody
here is talking about the Drug Enforce-
ment Agency. Nobody is telling you
that the Colombia cartels that were
raging in the 1990s have been somewhat
stomped out, and they moved to Mex-
ico. Mexicans don’t want the drug vio-
lence going on. Texans don’t want the
drug violence going on.

But it is not an immigration issue.
We need to secure the borders, but we
don’t want to mix apples and oranges.
We want to get rid of the alien smug-
glers and the drug smugglers, but these
poison pills, and these bills are not the
way to comprehensive immigration re-
form. I ask my colleagues to defeat the
rule so the previous question can go
forward.

| rise in opposition to House Rule H. Res.
1018, which provides for a closed rule on the
Border Tunnel Prevention Act, H.R. 4830; the
Community Protection Act, H.R. 6094; and the
Immigration Law Enforcement Act, H.R. 6095.
We need an Open Rule for these immigration
bills so that they may properly be considered
debated.

The Bush Administration has been in office
for 6 years, and the majority has controlled
Congress for more than 10 years, but only
now, in an election year, have we begun to
examine how to address the critical need to fix
our broken immigration security systems.

The House and Senate passed their bills on
immigration reform and border security months
ago. Under regular order, we should be ap-
pointing conferees and engaging the process
of reconciling the two bills. However, in a sub-
stantial deviation from normal practice, the
House Majority Leadership decided to launch
a traveling road-show of committee hearings
in States across the country. The American
people saw through this charade and con-
demned the hearings as a waste of time and
taxpayer money, when Congress should have
been focused on resolving the immigration
problem in conference.

Now that it is September, and the nation-
wide hearings are over, the House Leadership
continues to skirt its duty to conference with
the Senate, hiding behind procedural hold-ups
and creating busy-work by bringing these
same provisions that were passed in H.R.
4437 last December to the floor again, just be-
fore the election.

Consistently, the majority has sought great
fanfare land publicity for their supposed border
security initiatives. But consistently, they have
refused to fund these promises and have
failed to carry out the security measures for
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which they seek public acclaim. The problem
is that immigration has become about talk and
show, and winning elections.

The majority has done nothing to pass real,
meaningful immigration reform that addresses
all needs—including the 12 million undocu-
mented already in our Nation, the needs for
improved family reunification policies, and re-
forms to the non-functional workplace enforce-
ment, in addition to the critically needed bor-
der security and enforcement enhancements.

We know that 5 years after 9—11, the Bush
Administration still does not have any control
over the borders. If the Bush Administration
had properly secured the border, we would not
be facing the security issue of millions of un-
known people in our country.

If the Bush Administration had enforced the
workplace laws, we wouldn’t have more than
7 million undocumented aliens working in the
United States.

If Congress had funded the 9—11 Commis-
sion’s recommendations or conducted proper
oversight, we would not be voting on these
same enforcement provisions for the second
or third time. We would be in conference,
hammering out a compromise with the Senate
as we were elected to do.

When we bring these bills to the floor, bills
which we held no hearings on, which did not
go through committee, we owe the American
people a meaningful debate. We must have
an Open Rule and an opportunity to debate
our Amendments in the Nature of a Substitute
to address the real needs of immigration and
border security reform.

| urge you to vote against House Rule H.
Res. 1018.

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, I
would like to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE), who, in his capacity as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Terrorism and Nonprolifera-
tion, held hearings in August.

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of this rule.

We do have a philosophical disagree-
ment over open borders. Some of us
support fencing those borders. We do
have a philosophical disagreement over
a massive amnesty. Some of us believe
that massive amnesty in 1986 made the
situation worse. That is why we don’t
want to go forward with another am-
nesty of that type.

Let me say I did chair the hearings in
San Diego and in Texas. I toured that
southern border with local law enforce-
ment and immigration officials. I
heard their arguments in favor of put-
ting up that border fence and their ar-
guments about doing something about
these tunnels. This was a tunnel that
was six ballfields long. I went through
this tunnel. Contraband was trafficked
illegally over these cement floors,
under electric lighting. The tunnel had
water pumps, full ventilation, and a
system of pulleys through it. There
have been other tunnels discovered
since. I don’t believe in open borders.
We are going to criminalize the action
of putting up these tunnels.

We are also, with the Immigration
Law Enforcement Act, we are going to
allow local law enforcement, and there
are 700,000 local law enforcement.
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Wouldn’t it be nice to allow them to
voluntarily assist the 2,000 ICE agents
in this country so when we have a situ-
ation in the future like we had on 9/11
where four of those hijackers had been
stopped by local police for speeding
prior to the attacks, they can call into
that hotline and, if there is suspicious
activity, can look into the immigra-
tion status of those people who are
here in this country illegally.

Let me also say that the Community
Protection Act is coming up under this
rule, and criminal gangs today like
MS-13 are no longer just the neighbor-
hood kids who may be up to no good,
the kinds of gangs we remember from
our youth, because we have
transnational criminal gangs active
around the country that now resemble
organized crime syndicates. They have
highly organized leadership and organi-
zational models, and networks that
stretch across this Nation. They oper-
ate across the border. They will bring,
in the words of one sheriff, anything or
anybody across that border for a price.

I don’t believe post-9/11 that we can
have an open borders policy. I think we
have to fence the borders. I think we
need these commonsense bills to pass
without that massive amnesty that our
friends would like to attach to it. I
urge passage of this measure.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I think we need to be careful with
words. Nobody is advocating amnesty.
I don’t think President Bush is advo-
cating an amnesty. I don’t think Sen-
ators HAGEL or MARTINEZ or MCCAIN
are advocating amnesty.

What people want is action. What
people are frustrated with is the fact
that this Republican Congress has done
nothing. We passed the comprehensive
immigration reform bill in the House.
They passed one in the Senate. We
want to go to conference to work out
the differences and come up with an ap-
proach that will work.

Instead, what have you done? You
have gone around the country holding
hearings at taxpayers’ expense, and the
reviews have been dismal. The head-
lines from the leading newspapers from
across the country are ‘“All Talk No
Action on Immigration,” and ‘“‘Immi-
gration Hearings Misfire.”” ‘“‘Field Hear-
ings a Waste of Time and Money.” ‘‘Im-
migration Hearing Staged to Run Out
the Clock’” so we don’t do anything
meaningful. That is not what we want;
we want real action.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
OLVER).

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I urge a ‘‘no’” vote on the
previous question and on the rule.

Mr. Speaker, America needs com-
prehensive immigration reform. I
think every American who is paying
any attention agrees we need com-
prehensive immigration reform.

Everybody in this people’s House,
Democrats, Republicans, and even the
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Independent, understands that we need
comprehensive immigration reform,
and every Member of the other body,
every Republican, every Democrat, and
their Independent, understands that
America needs comprehensive immi-
gration reform.

Now every Member of this body, Re-
publican and Democrat and Inde-
pendent, every Member understands
that in order to get a reform bill passed
and signed by the President, that one
has to have a single piece of legislation
that is agreed to by both of the bodies.

So everyone knows that for immigra-
tion reform of a comprehensive form to
become law, that that must pass both
bodies in exactly the same form and be
signed by the President or passed over
with the President’s veto.

Now, the process of doing that is not
understood by everybody in this coun-
try, but in general form much of the
country understands that. And I am
not sure whether the majority party
here believes that people in this coun-
try are not knowledgeable, ignorant of
those processes, so much that they
think that this kind of a sham that we
are going through can be carried out.

The majority party in the House of
Representatives is the Republican
Party. The majority party in the other
body is also the Republican Party. This
process that we are engaged in today is
a sham. It is meant to mislead people
that something is actually being done
about immigration before we go home
for the elections in November, before
we recess for those elections, when, in
fact, nothing really is being accom-
plished.

In our people’s House on the 16th of
December last year, the Border Protec-
tion Antiterrorism and Illegal Immi-
gration Act passed by 239-182, a margin
much larger than is the margin by
which the majority party holds the ma-
jority. So it was a bipartisan bill in
part.

In the other body on the 25th day of
May of this year, 4 months ago, their
Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Act was passed by a vote of 62-36, again
by a margin much larger than the mar-
gin by which their majority party, also
the Republican Party, passed the bill.
It is again a comprehensive and bipar-
tisan bill.

So this process where we have legis-
lation where two of the bills are in
large part within the legislation that is
being put forward today, and also is
part of the bill that passed back in De-
cember by this body, by this people’s
body, and the other one has been
passed in a different form by the other
body, all one has to do is go to con-
ference. It would be possible to go to
conference and work out the dif-
ferences between those two pieces of
legislation so a single bill could go to
the President and be signed and pro-
vide what everyone in America, every-
one in this body and everyone in the
other body would call comprehensive
immigration reform.

That is the way that this ought to be
done. The process that we are involved
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in today is a sham, and we should de-
feat the previous question and defeat
the rule and go to comprehensive im-
migration reform by going to con-
ference and doing it the way it has to
be done in order to have a law be
passed in this country.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to yield 12 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH),
a member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, my
colleagues, I rise in strong support of
the rule and the legislation. Let me
start with this observation.

With all due respect to my colleague
from Massachusetts, it is never a sham
when we come to the people’s House
with legitimately different points of
view to be articulated. That is the
strength of our constitutional Repub-
lic.

And to my other friend from Massa-
chusetts managing the rule for the
other side, let me respectfully suggest
that this is not a Republican problem
or a Democratic problem, it is an
American problem.

Now, with the preceding speaker, I
take great exception to the notion that
somehow this is a masquerade. I appre-
ciate the delineation of process, and
following that logic, let’s make this
point. What we do in process is
prioritize.

I, for example, have a provision in
the underlying legislation that deals
with outlawing the tunnels, which is
not a crime, believe it or not. This is a
reasonable and necessary action. This
is a reasonable and necessary action to
be taken.

My friend from Texas got up and
spoke about a bill that had passed
through the Senate dealing with a
fence. The problem was that in the
final bill passed by the Senate, there
was a provision to ask for the Mexican
Government’s permission to have such
a fence. Clearly that doesn’t sit well
with the American people.

Although my friends lament taking
the hearings to the people out of Wash-
ington, D.C., it is exactly what we
should have done. We have heard from
the people. Support the rule and the
legislation. Let’s make these tunnels
illegal, let’s strengthen the border, and
we can do it for America, not for either
political party.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
would just respond to the gentleman
that I think he has conceded that this
is a sham by virtue of the fact that it
is being brought up under a closed rule,
a closed process.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE).

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the rule for H.R. 4830, the
Border Tunnel Prevention Act. Our Na-
tion’s border security is essential to
having effective homeland security.
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However, since September 11, 2001, for-
eigners have breached our borders with
no less than 38 tunnels, and these are
only the tunnels about which we know.

During July I was at a veterans’ post
in Florida in my district, and a gen-
tleman had this shirt on. This, ladies
and gentlemen, is what America wants.
They want the borders closed. They
want to make sure that people are not
entering into our country illegally, ei-
ther crossing the borders or via the
tunnels.

We all know that coyotes use them
to bring illegal aliens into the United
States, bypassing our legal immigra-
tion system.

Listen up, America. Congress should
not ignore these consistent breaches of
our security.
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And that is what the bill before us is
all about. The bill before us will do just
that. That is one reason why we abso-
lutely need to pass this rule, because
we need to make it a crime to build or
finance an unauthorized tunnel into
the United States.

I urge my colleagues to support the
rule and the underlying bill.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I hope that all Members will join me
and vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question
so I can amend the rule and allow the
House to consider an amendment by
Representative JACKSON-Lee that
would really take on the issue of bor-
der security rather than just pay it lip
service. The proposal would amend
H.R. 6095 to equip the Department of
Homeland Security with the resources
the 9/11 Commission says we need to se-
cure our borders, to shut down the
alien smuggling business, and to catch
and hold illegal immigrants entering
our country.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous materials imme-
diately prior to the vote on the pre-
vious question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WaMP). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, the
Republican majority in this House con-
tinues to approach border security and
immigration control in its usual inef-
fective and piecemeal approach, put-
ting election-year politics ahead of real
and responsible solutions. Republicans
are big talkers when it comes to border
security and immigration reform, but
they have never been willing to put
their money where their mouth is. The
bills we will consider on the House
floor today are more of the same. This
debate and these bills are supposed to
remind voters that Republicans are
somehow tough on immigration, but
instead they just remind all of us that
Republicans have not been able to
make any progress on the urgent issue
of border security.
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So I urge all Members of this body to
vote ‘“‘no’’ on the previous question so
that we can bring up this amendment
to actually do something about the
problems on our Nation’s borders in-
stead of just talking about it.

The 9/11 Commission has given this
Congress Ds and Fs when it comes to
homeland security, and we have a par-
ticularly low grade when it comes to
protecting our borders. Let us not only
do the right thing. Let us do something
that is real.

People are cynical. They are tired of
politics as usual in this House. They
are tired of these last-minute bills that
come up before elections to somehow
imply that we are doing something
when we are not. We have a serious
problem on our borders. We need seri-
ous action. This is not serious action.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’ on
the previous question. If that vote does
not prevail, vote ‘‘no” on a closed rule.
If these issues are important, we
should be able to amend these bills. We
need a little democracy in this House.
Let’s get this right.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I want to
once again thank Chairman SENSEN-
BRENNER, Chairman DREIER, and the
House leadership for continuing the de-
bate in favor of securing our borders.
The pattern in recent years has been to
address the issue of immigration and
border security once a decade. In 1986
we had an immigration reform bill. In
1996 we had an immigration reform bill.
But the results at best were mixed, and
this year we have yet another oppor-
tunity to get it right. Ninety percent
of the American people are demanding
that we secure our borders and secure
our borders now.

The legislation offered under this
rule will help our current agents detain
and apprehend criminals, not just
those crossing in search of work, Mr.
Speaker, but truly dangerous individ-
uals as well. Security on our borders
remains a crisis. Our agents on the bor-
der need our help. Our constituents are
forcefully voicing their support for im-
migration reform, with an emphasis on
border security.

And I ask my colleagues, please sup-
port this rule and the underlying bills
so we can start to solve this problem
and solve it now.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, it's
often said legislating is like making sausage—
stuffing various ingredients into one product.
But sometimes it's more like slicing salami—
cutting something into pieces, to be swallowed
one at a time.

Today, the Republican leadership clearly
has decided that sliced salami will be the blue
plate special, and that there can be no
changes or substitutions. They are saying they
favor a piecemeal approach to immigration re-
form and are more interested in political pos-
turing than in trying to enact legislation that
will meet all the challenges involved in
strengthening our borders, reducing illegal im-
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migration, and addressing the status of illegal
immigrants now in the United States.

So they have cut three pieces off the immi-
gration bill the House passed last year, and
are bringing them to the floor under this rule
which prohibits us from even debating any
amendments or offering any additions to the
menu.

In other words, it's take it or leave it, and
forget about trying to make any improve-
ments—ijust like it was with last week’s serv-
ing, the bill for 730 miles of high-price fencing
along the border. | think that is wrong, and |
cannot support that procedure.

However, | will vote for the three separate
bills covered by this rule, because while | have
some concerns about some of their provisions,
on balance | think they would improve current
law and policies.

That was why last year | voted for H.R.
4437, the Border Protection, Antierrorism, and
llegal Immigration Control Act of 2005, the
overall bill from which today’s bills have been
sliced.

Among other ingredients, that bill also in-
cluded provisions added by the amendment by
our colleague from California, Mr. HUNTER. As
| mentioned, those provisions were sliced off
last week and served up as H.R. 6061, the so-
called Secure Fence Act.

| am not opposed to the construction of
fencing or other barriers along our borders,
but | am not convinced Members of Congress
should attempt to substitute our judgment
about technical questions of engineering and
law enforcement for the expertise of those re-
sponsible for border security.

| voted against the Hunter amendment, and
against H.R. 6061, because Immigration and
Customs Enforcement (ICE) authorities—those
with the most experience in border security
have not requested such a mandated expendi-
ture, and in fact, have expressed a preference
for different resources and tools to do their
job. Moreover, | am skeptical that the kind of
fence-building mandated by the Hunter
amendment and H.R. 6061 is a cost-effective
response to the problem of illegal entries into
the United States.

According to the Department of Homeland
Security, about 730 miles of new fencing
would be required by H.R. 6061. They say
that it costs about $4.4 million for a single
layer of fencing per mile—but the bill calls for
double-fencing, which costs more, and also for
building all-weather roads in the middle. So,
using a conservative estimate of $9 million a
mile, it would cost nearly $6.6 billion to build
the 730 mile fence called for in H.R. 6061.

| think it would be better from Congress to
resist the temptation to micro-manage the De-
partment of Homeland Security and instead to
allow it the discretion to spend those billions of
dollars on a variety of measures—fences in
some places and other kinds of barriers in
other places, plus other technology and in-
creased border patrol manpower—that it de-
cides, based on experience and expertise, will
do the best job of securing the border.

And if those steps turned out to cost less
than 730 miles of double fencing, the Depart-
ment could put the rest of the money to good
use.

For example, $2 billion would pay for the
35,000 detention beds called for the Intel-
ligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act
of 2004 (the 9/11 Act) that are need to imple-
ment the ending of the so-called catch and re-
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lease of illegal aliens apprehended after they
cross the border. It would take only $360 mil-
lion to hire, train and equip 2,000 border patrol
agents, while $400 million, 250 more port-of-
entry inspectors and 25 percent more canine
detection teams could be added to the field.
Or for $400 million every U.S. port of entry
could have a radiation portal monitor, so that
all incoming cargo can be screened to detect
nuclear or radiological material.

The three bills we will consider today are
not perfect, but they are less problematical
and | will vote for them.

H.R. 4830, the Border Tunnel Prevention
Act would establish new criminal penalties for
people involved with constructing illegal tun-
nels beneath our borders, including those who
knowingly finance such actions, with particu-
larly severe penalties for using such tunnels to
smuggle illegal immigrants, drugs, weapons of
mass destruction or other illegal goods into
the United States. | strongly support this
strengthening of current law.

H.R. 6094, called the Community Protection
Act, like corresponding parts of the larger bill
| supported last year, would allow for longer
detentions of illegal aliens prior to deportation
if they have refused to comply with deportation
proceedings, pose a threat to community safe-
ty or public health, because they have a highly
communicable disease, or if their release
would threaten national security or have seri-
ous adverse consequences for American for-
eign policy. It includes provisions for periodic
review of such detentions and affords these
detained aliens an opportunity to seek recon-
sideration of their cases and to present evi-
dence in support of their release. In addition,
it would centralize judicial review of legal chal-
lenges to the detention of illegal immigrants—
something that | think is of dubious value but
not so bad as to outweigh the rest of the legis-
lation.

Further, the bill would explicitly bar admis-
sion to the United States of members of crimi-
nal street gangs, allow the deportation of ille-
gal aliens who belong to gangs convicted of
threatening or attempting crimes, and requires
that they be held in detention prior to deporta-
tion and makes criminal street gang members
ineligible to receive asylum or temporary pro-
tected status. | strongly support these provi-
sions, because criminal street gangs whose
members include illegal aliens are a serious
and growing problem in too many commu-
nities.

Finally—for today, at least—H.R. 6095, the
Immigration Law Enforcement Act would es-
tablish new procedures to speed resolution of
lawsuits brought against the Federal Govern-
ment that are based on the implementation of
immigration laws and require the Justice De-
partment to hire more people to prosecute
human smuggling cases.

It also includes language reaffirming the ex-
isting inherent authority of the States, their po-
litical subdivisions, such as counties or cities,
and their law-enforce agencies to investigate,
identify, apprehend, arrest, detain, or transfer
to Federal custody aliens in the United States
. . . for the purposes of assisting in the en-
forcement of the immigration laws of the
United States in the course of carrying out
routine duties. | find this acceptable because
the bill says “Nothing in this section may be
construed to require law enforcement per-
sonnel of a State or political subdivision of a
State to—(1) report the identity of a victim of,
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or a witness to, a criminal offense to the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security for immigration
enforcement purposes; or (2) arrest such vic-
tim or witness for a violation the immigration
laws of the United States.”

In other words, this is not a mandate and
will not interfere with the ability or any state or
local government to decide whether and how
it will undertake to respond to question of im-
migration law and policy, matters which are
essentially the responsibility of the federal
government.

Mr. Speaker, nobody should think that pass-
ing these bills today—something | support—
will come close to completing the work that
Congress needs to do regarding immigration.

This plateful of slices is not even the full sa-
lami the House passed last year—a bill that,
by itself, dealt with only part of the full menu
of issues that must be addressed.

| voted for that bill because | think improving
border security is absolutely necessary. But |
am convinced it is not sufficient.

It does not address the most difficult and
challenging aspect of immigration reform,
namely the question of how to deal humanely
and effectively with the millions of illegal immi-
grants currently living and working in this
country or the difficulties that their employers
including many Colorado companies that have
contacted me—during the transition to a
changed labor market that may follow revi-
sions in current immigration laws.

As we all know, the Senate has passed
what its supporters—including President
Bush—say is intended to be a comprehensive
immigration reform measure. We should follow
their lead.

Following the Senate’s lead does not mean
simply accepting their bill as it stands. | think
that would be a mistake, because | think that
bill has defects that must be remedied. In-
stead, it means recognizing the full dimen-
sions of the problems that must be addressed
and the need to address them without unnec-
essary delay. It means appointing House con-
ferees and directing them to meet with their
counterparts from the other body to resolve
differences and shape a final, comprehensive
bill that addresses those problems in a way
that is in the best interests of our country and
the American people.

If that effort succeeds—as | think it can and
am convinced it must—the result not only will
be better than any of the bills before us today,
it will be better than either the bill we passed
last year or the bill that the Senate passed
earlier this year and in fact will deserve to be
sent to the President for signing into law.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, how long will the
Republican Majority continue to bring to this
House Floor piecemeal legislation that pur-
ports to fix the immigration crisis in our coun-
try?

H.R. 4830, H.R. 6094 and H.R. 6095 are
not real reform. In fact, these bills are largely
a repacking of previously enacted bills
dressed up to look like the Republicans are
serious about immigration reform. Higher mon-
etary and sentencing penalties, more enforce-
ment and the usurping of du process are all
tactics that have been tried throughout the
years and have brought us to the situation we
find ourselves today. The American people are
being duped into thinking these three Repub-
lican bills will prevent illegal immigrants from
entering our country. | cannot in good con-
science vote for these three bills not because
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| don’t want to stop illegal immigration but be-
cause they are hollow authorizations without
any funding to implement them. What we
should be voting on and what | would support
is the implementation of the 9/11 Commission
immigration recommendations which | have
voted for seven times in Committee or on the
Floor. Those seven votes would have author-
ized and funded thousands of new immigration
agents and detention beds. Instead we are
voting to impose a HUGE unfunded mandate
in our local law enforcement by deputizing
them to be first line immigration officers. If the
leadership in the House and Senate want real
immigration reform, they need to fully fund all
the immigration agents, detention officers as
called for by the 9/11 Commission report.

| do not support illegal immigration and be-
lieve that anyone who enters the US in viola-
tion of U.S. immigration laws should be penal-
ized. But our country is in need of an immigra-
tion policy that accounts for the fears
9/11 instilled, in addition to the hope that im-
migrants bring to our nation.

Immigration reform should include family re-
unification, asylum and refugee admissions,
and employment-based immigration. It must
be compassionate and humanitarian and strike
the delicate balance between American jobs,
border safety and national security interests.
H.R. 4830, H.R. 6094, and H.R. 6095 do none
of this.

| urge a “no” vote on these bills.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | stand to
explain my votes on the immigration bills that
this Congress considered today.

| applaud our decision to pass the Border
Tunnel Prevention Act (H.R. 4830), which
would make it illegal for any person to build or
finance a cross-border tunnel and for any per-
son to use such a tunnel to smuggle drugs,
weapons, or undocumented immigrants.
These tunnels have become remarkably so-
phisticated ways for lawbreakers to enter our
country, and | strongly support this bill to ban
their construction and use. This is, at least, a
small step to better border patrol.

But though we took one small step forward
today, it is not enough. Instead of working on
real reform, we passed the so-called “Commu-
nity Protection Act” (H.R. 6094). This bill is not
about protecting our community; it is about
election-year scare tactics and fearmongering.

We need to fight crime and we need to de-
port criminals. But we can already do that.
This bill does not deal with people who are in
our country illegally. We can already deport in-
dividuals who are here illegally. Nor does this
bill relate to non-U.S. citizens who are legally
in the United States but commit a crime. We
can already deport gang members and any
foreign national who is convicted of a crime
ranging from murder to shoplifting. This bill
gives the Executive Branch unprecedented
powers to deport legal immigrants who have
not committed any crime. It gives the Attorney
General of the United States the unprece-
dented power to declare any group a gang.
And it gives the Department of Homeland Se-
curity the power to deport any non-citizen who
is legally residing in the United States if they
declare, without any due process, that such an
individual is a member of those groups. This
means the Department of Homeland Security
can deport a legal immigrant who has obeyed
all of our laws. This violates our First Amend-
ment right of association and our Fifth Amend-
ment right to be treated as individuals and not
as guilty by association.
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This bill also has an expedited removal
process that severely curtails due process and
could lead to erroneous removal of people
who should not have been deported. This in-
cludes U.S. citizens who cannot provide proof
of citizenship in the seven-day window, or
someone abused or eligible for asylum who
cannot build their case in time.

We all want to stop gang violence. It is an
insidious problem in my district and in the dis-
tricts of many of my colleagues. But we al-
ready have laws to deport criminals. We need
to stop wasting time passing laws we don’t
need to deport people who aren’t committing
crimes and start working on real solutions to
solve gang violence.

Unfortunately, it seems this Congress con-
sistently passes laws that allow us to avoid
real reform. The misnamed “Immigration Law
Enforcement Act” (H.R. 6095) also passed
today, is one such example. This bill should
be renamed the “Pass the Buck for Immigra-
tion Law Enforcement Act.” While it claims to
simply “reaffirm” the authority of states to en-
force immigration law, it actually distracts local
law enforcement from their most important
job—safeguarding our  communities—and
forces them to do the job that this Congress
has repeatedly failed to do. We should enact
real border security and comprehensive immi-
gration reform; instead, we are passing the
buck to our local communities and, without di-
rection or funding, making them carry out
complicated immigration enforcement. En-
forcement of our immigration laws is a federal
responsibility. Let's not shirk that responsi-
bility. Let’'s not pretend this is someone else’s
problem.

The Montgomery County and Prince
George’s County Police in my district are op-
posed to this legislation. They do not have the
time or the resources to handle the increased
workload that immigration enforcement brings.
It is not their job. It is the job of the federal
government. And we need to do our job. If we
abdicate our responsibility on vital issues, we
are failing the American people. Moreover, it is
irresponsible to make local police forces han-
dle immigration without giving them any addi-
tional resources or any training in immigration
law. Our police are already overburdened. We
cannot ask them to do our job, too.

| want to be clear—I| believe that we should
have tougher enforcement of our immigration
laws. But we need to do it in a way that
makes sense. And it does not make sense to
pass the buck to local communities. This is
another unfunded mandate from a Congress
that repeatedly fails to seriously address the
important issues.

So today this Congress has approved a bill
that creates a law we don’t need to punish
those who don’t break the law and a bill that
passes the buck to local law enforcement.
When is Congress going to do the work we
were elected to do? When are we going to
pass real immigration reform and real security
instead of superficial band-aid bills? It's time
to stop playing politics, and to start protecting
our borders.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows:
PREVIOUS QUESTION ON H. RES. 1018, RULE

FOR: H.R. 4830—BORDER TUNNEL PREVEN-

TION AcCT, H.R. 6094—COMMUNITY PROTEC-

TION ACT, H.R. 6095—IMMIGRATION LAW EN-

FORCEMENT ACT

In the Section 3 of the resolution strike
“‘and (2)” and insert the following:
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“(2) the amendment printed in Section 4 of
this resolution if offered by Representative
Jackson Lee or a designee, which shall be in
order without intervention of any point of
order or demand for division of the question,
shall be considered as read, and shall be sep-
arately debatable for 60 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent; and (3)”’

At the end of the resolution add the fol-
lowing new section:

‘“Sec. 4. The amendment to H.R. 6095 re-
ferred to in Section 3 is as follows:

Insert the following in section 201(a):

‘(2) Alien smuggling is a continuing threat
to our nation’s security, leaving the United
States vulnerable to terrorist attacks.

(3) Alien smuggling continues to be a
threat to the security of the United States
because of the record of failure of the Repub-
lican House, Senate and Administration, in-
cluding:

(A) Seven times over the last four and a
half years, Democrats have offered amend-
ments to enhance immigration enforcement
resources, which would have enhanced ef-
forts to combat alien smuggling. If these
Democratic amendments had been adopted,
there would be 14,000 more detention beds,
and 2,700 more immigration agents along our
borders than now exist. Each time, these ef-
forts have been rejected by the Republican
majority.

(B) In the 9/11 Act of 2004, the Republican
Congress promised to provide 8,000 additional
detention beds and 800 additional immigra-
tion agents per year from FY 2006 through
FY 2010. Over the last two years, the Repub-
lican Congress has left our nation short 5,000
detention beds and nearly 500 immigration
agents short of the promises they made in
the Intelligence Reform (or 9/11) Act of 2004,
to the detriment of efforts to combat alien
smuggling.

(C) From 1993-2000, the Clinton Adminis-
tration added, on average, 642 new immigra-
tion agents per year. Despite the fact that 9/
11 highlighted the heightened need for these
resources, in its first five years, the Bush
Administration added, on average, only 411
new immigration agents, to the detriment of
efforts to combat alien smuggling.

(4) Alien smuggling continues to be a
threat to the security of the United States
because of continuing inaction by the Repub-
lican congress, including the failure to go to
Conference to resolve differences between
competing immigration reforms, was valu-
able resources and time on a series of field
hearings during the Congressional recess
that excluded the input of local citizens and
leaders, and engaging in political showman-
ship by using the last few days of the Con-
gress to consider new immigration legisla-
tion when it has failed to complete work on
immigration bills that have already passed
the House and Senate.”

Insert the following after section 201(c):

‘‘(d) ADDITIONAL RESOURCES TO PROTECT
AGAINST ALIEN SMUGGLING BY IMPLEMENTING
THE 9/11 COMMISSION AcT.—In each of fiscal
years 2007-2010, there are authorized such
sums as may be necessary to increase by 2000
the number of Immigration agents, by 250
the number of detention officers, by 250 the
number of U.S. Marshals, by 25,000 the num-
ber of detention beds, by 1000 the number of
investigators of fraudulent schemes and doc-
uments which violate sections 274a, 274c, 274d
of Title 2, Chapter 8 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act.”

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
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dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives, (VI, 308-311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
““The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution * * * [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: Although
it is generally not possible to amend the rule
because the majority Member controlling
the time will not yield for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment, the same result may
be achieved by voting down the previous
question on the rule * * * When the motion
for the previous question is defeated, control
of the time passes to the Member who led the
opposition to ordering the previous question.
That Member, because he then controls the
time, may offer an amendment to the rule,
or yield for the purpose of amendment.”

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules’ states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.”” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question
on a resolution reported from the Committee
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question,
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate
thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda to offer an alternative plan.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
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Mr. McCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 and clause 9 of
rule XX, this 15-minute vote on order-
ing the previous question on House
Resolution 1018 will be followed by 5-
minute votes as ordered on adopting
the resolution, and suspending the
rules and passing S. 418.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays
195, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 461]

BEvi-

YEAS—225

Aderholt Gallegly Moran (KS)
Akin Garrett (NJ) Murphy
Alexander Gerlach Musgrave
Bachus Gibbons Myrick
Baker Gilchrest Neugebauer
Barrett (SC) Gillmor Northup
Bartlett (MD) Gingrey Norwood
Barton (TX) Goode Nunes
Bass Goodlatte Nussle
Beauprez Granger Osborne
Biggert Graves Otter
Bilbray Green (WI) Oxley
Bilirakis Gutknecht Paul
Bishop (UT) Hall Pearce
Blackburn Hart Pence
Blunt Hastings (WA) Peterson (PA)
Boehlert Hayes Petri
Boehner Hayworth Pickering
Bonilla Hefley Pitts
Bonner Hensarling Platts
Bono Herger Poe
Boozman Hobson Pombo
Boustany Hoekstra Porter
Bradley (NH) Hostettler Price (GA)
Brady (TX) Hulshof Pryce (OH)
Brown (SC) Hunter Putnam
Brown-Waite, Hyde Radanovich

Ginny Inglis (SC) Ramstad
Burgess Issa Regula
Burton (IN) Istook Rehberg
Buyer Jenkins Reichert
Calvert Jindal Renzi
Camp (MI) Johnson (CT) Reynolds
Campbell (CA) Johnson (IL) Rogers (AL)
Cannon Johnson, Sam Rogers (KY)
Cantor Jones (NC) Rogers (MI)
Capito Keller Rohrabacher
Carter Kelly Ros-Lehtinen
Castle Kennedy (MN) Royce
Chabot King (IA) Ryan (WI)
Chocola King (NY) Ryun (KS)
Coble Kingston Saxton
Cole (OK) Kline Schmidt
Conaway Knollenberg Schwarz (MI)
Crenshaw Kolbe Sensenbrenner
Culberson Kuhl (NY) Sessions
Davis (KY) LaHood Shadegg
Davis, Jo Ann Latham Shaw
Davis, Tom LaTourette Shays
Deal (GA) Leach Sherwood
Dent Lewis (CA) Shimkus
Diaz-Balart, L. Lewis (KY) Shuster
Diaz-Balart, M. Linder Simmons
Doolittle LoBiondo Simpson
Drake Lucas Smith (NJ)
Dreier Lungren, Daniel Smith (TX)
Duncan E. Sodrel
Ehlers Mack Souder
Emerson Manzullo Stearns
English (PA) Marchant Sullivan
Everett McCaul (TX) Sweeney
Feeney McCotter Tancredo
Ferguson McCrery Taylor (NC)
Fitzpatrick (PA) McHenry Terry
Flake McHugh Thomas
Foley McKeon Thornberry
Forbes McMorris Tiahrt
Fortenberry Rodgers Tiberi
Fossella Mica Turner
Foxx Miller (FL) Upton
Franks (AZ) Miller (MI) Walden (OR)
Frelinghuysen Miller, Gary Walsh
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 227, noes 195,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 462]

This

H6861

NOES—195

Abercrombie Grijalva Oberstar
Ackerman Gutierrez Obey
Allen Harman Olver
Andrews Hastings (FL) Ortiz
Baca Herseth Owens
Baird Higgins Pallone
Baldwin Hinchey Pascrell
Bean Hinojosa Pastor
Becerra Holden Payne
Berkley Holt Pelosi
Berman Honda Peterson (MN)
Berry Hooley Pomeroy
Bishop (GA) Hoyer N
Bishop (NY) Inslee Price (NC)
Blumenauer Israel Rahall
Boren Jackson (IL) Rangel
Boswell Jackson-Lee Reyes
Boucher (TX) Ross
Boyd Jefferson Rothman
Brady (PA) Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard
Brown, Corrine  Jones (OH) Ruppersberger
Butterfield Kanjorski Rush
Capps Kaptur Sabo
Cardin Kennedy (RI) Salazar
Cardoza Kildee Sanchez, Linda
Carnahan Kilpatrick (MI) T.
Carson Kind Sanchez, Loretta
Chandler Kolbe Sanders
Clay Kucinich Schakowsky
Cleaver Langevin Schiff
Clyburn Lantos Schwartz (PA)
Conyers Larsen (WA) Scott (GA)
Cooper Larson (CT) Scott (VA)
Costa Lee Serrano
Costello Levin Sherman
Cramer Lewis (GA) Skelton
Crowley Lipinski Slaughter
Cuellar Lofgren, Zoe Smith (WA)
Cummings Lowey Snyder
Davis (AL) Lynch Solis
Dav¥s (CA) Maloney Spratt
Dav¥s (FL) Markey Stark
Dav¥s (IL) Marshall Stupak
Dayvis (TN) Matheson Tanner
DeFazio Matsui Tauscher
DeGette McCarthy Taylor (MS)
Delahunt McCollum (MN) Th

ompson (CA)
DeLauro McDermott Thompson (MS)
Dicks McGovern .
Dingell McIntyre Tierney
Doggett McKinney Towns
Doyle McNulty Udall (CO)
Edwards Meek (FL) Udall (NM)
Emanuel Meeks (NY) Van Hollen
Engel Melancon Velazquez
Eshoo Michaud Visclosky
Etheridge Millender- Wasserman
Evans McDonald Schultz
Farr Miller (NC) Waters
Fattah Miller, George Watson
Filner Mollohan Watt
Ford Moore (WI) Waxman
Frank (MA) Moran (VA) Weiner
Gonzalez Murtha Wexler
Gordon Nadler Woolsey
Green, Al Napolitano Wu
Green, Gene Neal (MA) Wynn

NOT VOTING—10

Brown (OH) Harris Ryan (OH)
Capuano Meehan Strickland
Case Moore (KS)
Cubin Ney
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So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Wamp Westmoreland Wilson (SC)
Weldon (FL) Whitfield Wolf
Weldon (PA) Wicker Young (AK)
Weller Wilson (NM) Young (FL)
NAYS—195
Abercrombie Green, Gene Oberstar
Ackerman Grijalva Obey
Allen Gutierrez Olver
Andrews Harman Ortiz
Baca Hastings (FL) Owens
Baird Herseth Pallone
Baldwin Higgins Pascrell
Barrow H}ncl_ley Pastor
gean gullgjosa Payne
ecerra olden Pelosi
Berkley Holt Peterson (MN)
Berman Honda P
omeroy
Berry Hooley Price (NC)
Bishop (GA) Hoyer Rahall
Bishop (NY) Inslee
Blumenauer Israel Rangel
Boren Jackson (IL) Reyes
Boswell Jackson-Lee Ross
Boucher (TX) Rothman
Boyd Jefferson Roybal-Allard
Brady (PA) Johnson, E. B. Ruppersberger
Brown, Corrine  Jones (OH) Rush
Butterfield Kanjorski Sabo
Capps Kaptur Salazar
Cardin Kennedy (RI) Sanchez, Linda
Cardoza Kildee T.
Carnahan Kilpatrick (MI) Sanchez, Loretta
Carson Kind Sanders
Chandler Kucinich Schakowsky
Clay Langevin Schiff
Cleaver Lantos Schwartz (PA)
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Scott (GA)
Conyers Larson (CT) Scott (VA)
Cooper Lee Serrano
Costa Levin Sherman
Costello Lewis (GA) Skelton
Cramer Lipinski Slaughter
Crowley Lofgren, Zoe Smith (WA)
Cuellar Lowey Snyder
Cummings Lynch Solis
Dav¥s (AL) Maloney Spratt
Dav¥s (CA) Markey Stark
Dav¥s (FL) Marshall Stupak
Davis (IL) Matheson Tanner
Davis (TN) Matsui Tauscher
DeFazio McCarthy Taylor (MS)
DeGette McCollum (MN) Th
ompson (CA)
Delahunt McDermott Thompson (MS)
DeLauro McGovern .
Dicks McIntyre Tierney
Dingell McKinney Towns
Doggett McNulty Udall (CO)
Doyle Meek (FL) Udall (NM)
Edwards Meeks (NY) Van Hollen
Emanuel Melancon Velazquez
Engel Michaud Visclosky
Eshoo Millender- Wasserman
Etheridge McDonald Schultz
Evans Miller (NC) Waters
Farr Miller, George Watson
Fattah Mollohan Watt
Filner Moore (WI) Waxman
Ford Moran (VA) Weiner
Frank (MA) Murtha Wexler
Gonzalez Nadler Woolsey
Gordon Napolitano Wu
Green, Al Neal (MA) Wynn
NOT VOTING—12
Brown (OH) Gohmert Moore (KS)
Capuano Harris Ney
Case Kirk Ryan (OH)
Cubin Meehan Strickland
0O 1145
Messrs. OBEY, HOLDEN, GEORGE

MILLER of California, DICKS and
HOLT changed their vote from ‘‘yea’”
to ‘“‘nay.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 461

| was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.

AYES—227

Aderholt Gilchrest Nussle
AKkin Gillmor Osborne
Alexander Gingrey Otter
Bachus Gohmert Oxley
Baker Goode Paul
Barrett (SC) Goodlatte Pearce
Barrow Granger Pence
Bartlett (MD) Graves Peterson (PA)
Barton (TX) Green (WI) Petri
Bass Gutknecht Pickering
Beauprez Hall Pitts
Biggert Hart Platts
Bilbray Hastings (WA) Poe
Bilirakis Hayes Pombo
Bishop (UT) Hayworth Porter
Blackburn Hefley Price (GA)
Blunt Hensarling Pryce (OH)
Boehlert Herger Putnam
Boehner Hobson Radanovich
Bonilla Hoekstra Ramstad
Bonner Hostettler Regula
Bono Hulshof Rehberg
Boozman Hunter Reichert
Boustany Hyde Renzi
Bradley (NH) Inglis (SC) Reynolds
Brady (TX) Issa Rogers (AL)
Brown (SC‘) Istoqk Rogers (KY)
Brown—Wmte, ernklns Rogers (MI)

Ginny Jindal Rohrabacher
Burgess Johnson (CT) Ros-Lehtinen
Burton (IN) Johnson (IL) Royce
Buyer Johnson, Sam Ryan (WI)
Calvert Jones (NC) Ry

yun (KS)
Camp (MI) Keller Saxton
Campbell (CA) Kelly Schmidt
Cannon Kennedy (MN) Schwarz (MI)
Cantor King (IA) caw
X N Sensenbrenner

Capito King (NY) Sessions
Carter Kingston Shade
Castle Kirk Shaw e
Chabot Kline Sh
Chocola Knollenberg ays
Coble Kuhl (NY) Sherwood
Cole (OK) LaHood Shimkus
Conaway Latham Shuster
Crenshaw LaTourette Simmons
Culberson Leach Simpson
Davis (KY) Lewis (CA) Smith (NJ)
Davis, Jo Ann Lewis (KY) Smith (TX)
Davis, Tom Linder Sodrel
Deal (GA) LoBiondo Souder
Dent Lucas Stearns
Diaz-Balart, L. Lungren, Daniel ~ Sullivan
Diaz-Balart, M. E. Sweeney
Doolittle Mack Tancredo
Drake Manzullo Taylor (NC)
Dreier Marchant Terry
Duncan McCaul (TX) Thomas
Ehlers McCotter Thornberry
Emerson McCrery Tiahrt
English (PA) McHenry Tiberi
Everett McHugh Turner
Feeney McKeon Upton
Ferguson McMorris Walden (OR)
Fitzpatrick (PA) Rodgers Walsh
Flake Mica Wamp

Foley
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons

Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Northup
Norwood
Nunes

Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

MILITARY PERSONNEL FINANCIAL
SERVICES PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the Sen-
ate bill, S. 418.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from XKentucky (Mr.
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